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Hilprecht's Fragment of the Babylonian Deluge Story 
(Babylonian Expedition of the University of Pennsyl- 
vania, Series D, volume V, fasc. I). — By George A. 
Barton, Bryn Mawr College, Bryn Mawr, Pa. 

On Saturday morning, March 19 th , the daily press of Phila- 
delphia and other cities contained announcements of the dis- 
covery, by Professor Hilprecht, of a new version of the story 
of the deluge, which antedated all the accounts previously 
found and which vindicated the correctness of the statements 
of the Priestly Document of the Pentateuch. Interest was 
increased when in the Old Penn Weekly Eevietv of the Univer- 
sity of Pennsylvania of March 19 th Dr. Hugo Radau, commen- 
ting on the discovery, wrote: "It in safe to say that this 
publication, based upon one of the most remarkable finds in the 
Temple Library of Nippur, is destined to usher in a new 
period in the history of religion." 

The speedy publication of the tablet itself together with Prof. 
Hilprecht's interpretation enabled us to examine both in detail. 




The Nippur version of the Deluge Story 

(From The Babylonian Expedition of the University of Pennsylvania, 

Series D, vol. V, fasciculus 1, Philadelphia, 1910). 
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The text of the tablet is given below followed by Professor 
Hilpreeht's transliteration and translation as they appear on 
pp. 48 and 49 of The Babylonian Expedition of the University 
of Pennsylvania, Series D, Volume V, fasciculus 1 (Phila- 
delphia 1910). 

(p. 48) Transliteration. 

1 (?)-$a{?)-$i-il(?) i-{?y . . .(?)-ua 

2 a-pa-a$- $ar 

3. ka-la ni-U i$-te-ni$ i-za-bat 

4 -ti la-am a-bu-bi iva-si- e 

5. . . (?)-a-ni ma-la i-ba-a$-8u-ii la-Mn ub-bu-hu lu-pu-tit-tu lju-rii-h'i 

6. ,M u elippu ra-be-tu bi- ni- ma 

7. ..ga-be- e gab-bi lu bi-nu-uz- za 

8. .M-i lu is > u magurgurrum ba-bil- lu na-at- rat na~pi§-tim 

9. -ri(?)zu- lu-la dan-na zu- ul- lil 

10 te-ip- pu- Mi 

11 "lam{?)u-ma-am si-rim is-sur sd-me-e 

12 ku-tim mi- ni 

13 -(?) u Jci[n]- ta ru(?)- 

14 u] 

(p. 49) Translation. 
1 "thee, 

2. . . . "[the confines of heaven and earth] I will loosen, 

3. . . . "[a deluge I will make, and] it shall sweep away all 

men together; 

4. . . . "[but thou seek l]ife before the deluge cometh forth; 

5. ..."[For over all living beings], as many as there are, 

I will bring overthrow, destruction, annihilation. 

6 "Build a great ship and 

7 "total height shall be its structure. 

8 "it shall be a house-boat carrying what has been 

saved of life. 
9 "with a strong deck cover (it). 

10. ... "[The ship] which thou shalt make, 

11. ... "[into it br]ing the beasts of the field, the birds of 

heaven, 

12. ... "[and the creeping things, two of everything] instead 

of a number, 

13 "and the family 

14. . . . "and" 
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In the present paper it is proposed: 1. To examine the 
interpretation of the text. 2. To discuss the evidence for the 
age of the document, and 3. To discuss its bearings on the 
Bible. 

1. As to the interpretation: 

In line 1 Hilprecht interprets only the last sign fta, render- 
ring it "thee." In the absence of what preceded we do not 
know whether this is right or not. Even if a pronominal 
suffix, it was, perhaps, dependent on a noun, and to be ren- 
dered "thy." 

In line 2 the only legible syllables are ap-pa-a$-8ar, "I will 
loosen" or "let loose." Hilprecht supplies before it, usura- 
(or kippat)$ame u irsitim, and renders: "the confines of heaven 
and earth I will loosen." He refers for authority to Jensen 
in KB., VI, 520, where Jensen quotes a conjectural emendation 
made by Haupt in Schrader's KAT2 to line 2 of DT, 42, 
published in Haupt's NE, p. 131. What really stands in that 
text is Mma Mp-pa-tu No mention of heaven and earth 
appears on that tablet, nor the verb ap-pa~a8-8ar. To base 
a conjectural emendation on another conjectural emendation 
to another passage which stood in another context, is insecure 
ground. 1 

In line 3 the words that stand are very clear: ka-la ni-si 
i$4e-ni$ i-za-bat, "all the people together it shall seize." i-za-bat 
being clearly for i-sa-bdt, the future of sabatu, "to seize," "take." 2 
While Hilprecht recognizes the "possibility" of this reading, 
he "prefers" to regard it as from the stem sabatu, "to beat," 
"to strike." Why this common form, written as it often is in 
the time of the Cassites and of Hammurabi, should be dis- 
carded for one that presupposes the difficult phonetic change 
of £ to z and the unnecessary change of t to t, is because 
Jensen had noted (KB., VI, 531), that sabatu was the tech- 
nical term used of the deluge! 

i Hommel; who Las defended Hilprecht's main positions in articles 
published in the Frankfurter Zeitung of April, 19, 1910 and the Expositor g 
Times for May, 1910, improves upon Hilprecht's rendering by boldly 
inserting from Gen. 7n. fa the words "the springs of the deep", making the 
line read, "the springs of the deep will I loose". Bezold, Frankfurter 
Zeitung, May, 21, 1910, renders "I will loose a bann". Prince and Vander- 
burgh AJSL, XXVI (July, 1910), p. 305, note that it is ordinarily used 
of loosening a curse. It is clearly uncertain how the line began. 

2 So also Prince and Vanderburgh. 
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In line 4 we can make out the signs: ti la-am a-bu-bi 
wa-se-e. Disregarding the first sign the three remaining words 
clearly mean, as Hilprecht has translated them, "before the 
deluge comes forth." The ti belongs to a lost word. Hilprecht 
fills it out u at-ta-ma se--i (or bul-lit)nap-sa4i on the ground 
that in the "first Nineveh version" 11, 25 ff. these phrases 
appear. A part of them do appear there, it is true, but in a 
different order. In reality no one knows what stood at the 
beginning of this line. Ti might belong to any feminine or 
abstract noun. 

Of line 5 Hilprecht has correctly transliterated the visible 
signs, and disregarding the a-ni at the beginning, which belong 
to a lost word, his rendering of the remainder ("as many as 
there are, I will bring overthrow, destruction, annihilation") 
may pass. What is to be supplied at the beginning is uncer- 
tain. Hilprecht's guess may in this case be right. 

In lines 6 and 7 Hilprecht wisely refrains from filling out 
the broken lines, 1 and as his rendering of the Semitic is possible 
no comment is necessary. 

In line 8, however, we come upon more difficulties. The 
sign which he renders bit certainly does not have that value. 
It is in reality two signs sum-Sa. 2 The preceding sign, which 
Hilprecht reads ba may be ma. The sign which he reads at 
is probably a carelessly written si. We should, therefore, 
probably read . . . H-i-ln ^MA-GUR-GUR-wa sum-sa la-na- 
si-rat na-pis-tim, .... "a GUR-GUR 3 boat indeed is its name, 
verily it is a savior of life". Perhaps we should render . . 
"a GUR-GUR boat, and its name is 'Lu-nasirat napistim'". 
Evidence that the Babylonians gave such names to their 
boats is, however, wanting. The three signs after GUR-GUR 

1 Not so, however, Hommel. Taking a hint from Gen. 6 " he supplies 
in line 6 "Take wood and pitch", so as to make the whole "Take wood 
and pitch and build a great ship" ! In line 7 he also supplies from Gen. 6 * 5 
the word "cubits" and reads "and . . . cubits be its complete height". 

2 In all the writer's researches for his forthcoming volumes on the 
Origin and Development of Babylonian Writing he has met with no 
instance of bil made in this way in any period of the writing. Professor 
Clay, who has edited as many documents from the Cassite period as any 
other living scholar agrees with the writer that the reading is sum-sa. 
Bezold questions Hilprecht's reading, but suggests no other. 

3 Prince and Vanderburgh, op. cit. show that we should not read "house- 
boat", but a "navigable vessel", i.e. one that can be steered without difficulty. 

VOL. XXXI. Part I. 3 
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might also be read ba-taq-$a = "its crack". Were we sure 
that the line referred to stopping the cracks with pitch, this 
would be attractive. The line is too broken for certain inter- 
pretation, but Hilprecht's interpretation is clearly wrong. 

Hilprecht renders line 9 ( zu-lu-la dan-na zu-ul-lil), 

"with a strong deck cover it", and claims that this conclusively 
proves the ordinary rendering line 31 of the well known 
version, "upon the deep launch it," wrong. In this he is, 
perhaps, right, but his statement (p. 56) that VTC (Gen. 6 ™) 
means "roof" and not "window" is not new. It is found in 
Brown, Driver and Briggs, Hebrew and English Lexicon, 844 a. 

In line 10 Hilprecht's conjecture of "The ship" before 
te-ip-pu-su is as probable as any other. 

In line 11, we clearly have "the beasts of the field and the 
birds of heaven" referred to (u-ma-am si-rim is-sur M-a-mi), 
and no fault need be found with Hilprecht's guess that we 
should supply at the beginning "Into it bring." 

Upon line 12 Hilprecht stakes a great deal, and his treat- 
ment of it is really astounding. The only signs visible in the 

line are ku-um-mi-ni. Hilprecht divides this hu-um mi-ni, 

and translates, "instead of a number". He then supplies from 
the P Document of the Old Testament, without even telling 
us what the Babylonian form of the words would be, "and 
the creeping things, two of everything," making the whole read: 
"[and the creeping things two of everything 1 ] instead of a 
number." 

If now we compare the passage with what Hilprecht calls 
the Nineveh version 11, 84ff., it becomes certain that this 
rendering rests on a most uncertain basis. LI. 84 — 86 
of the copy in the British Museum tell of three classes of 
living things that went into the ship: bn-ul siri, u-ma-am siri 
("cattle of the field, beasts of the field") formed one class. 
That class is represented in Hilprecht's tablet by "beasts of 
the field and birds of heaven," which forms a more beautiful 
line and avoids tautology. Another class was the "family" 
(kim-ti) of Par-napishtin which appears in the last fragmentary 



* Hilprecht's friend Kittel has pointed out, Theologisrfies Literaturblatt, 
XXXI, col. 243 (May, 27, 1910), that one could as well supply "seven of 
every+hing" and obtain agreement with the J document. It would cer- 
tainly be quite as justifiable as that which Hilprecht has done. 
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line of Hilprecht's tablet as kin-ta. * The third class, the arti- 
sans or people, was expressed by um-ma-a-ni. This class 
probably occurs in Hilprecht's text in the line under discussion 
(line 12), but he has not recognized it. We should read ...ku 
um-mi-ni, taking ku as the final syllable of some lost word. 
Probably that word is supplied for us in the fragment published 
by Pere Scheil (cf. Bee. de Travaax, XX, p. 58, 1. 20), in 
which we have the word li-il-li-ku. If now we supply the 
remainder of the missing word thus [li-il-U]-ku urn-mi-ni, 2 we 
obtain: "let the artisans (or people) come." This rendering 
supposes that ummmi* is the plural of a variant form of 
ummani, just as we have surmini for surmani and kurummiti 
for karumrnati. Mart ummani, of the Nineveh version shows 
that the Deluge writers did not regard the collective ummani 
alone as a sufficient plural. 

More extraordinary and inexplicable still, however, is Hil- 
precht's note on line 12. He equates mi~nu, which we have 
shown to be a part of urn-mi-nu, with the Heb. ptt, "species," 
which occurs so often in the P document in the phrase nr&^ 
or tittND^, meaning "according to its kind," and claims that 
the occurrence of minu in his tablet in this qonnection proves 
that pfc means "number." He further states that if we insert 
this meaning wherever yti occurs in the P document, the sense 
is improved; and on p. 65 of his pamphlet he actually trans- 
lates Gen. 6 20 , rendering Ttyth "instead of a number." b in 
Hebrew never means "instead of;" even Hilprecht can find no 
Biblical parallel, all the corroborative passages which he cites 



1 Prince and Vanderburgh, (op. cit) declare that Hilprecht has no right 
to read Kin-ta here. It is true that the tablet is crumbling at this point, 
but I see no reason for seriously questioning Hilprecht's reading. 

2 Bezold questions whether instead of ku-um we should not render 
SU-NIGIN mi-ni, "the total number". Prince and Vanderburgh read hum 
mi-ni, "the dwelling of a number", understanding it to mean that the 
GUR-GTJR boat shall be the dwelling of a number. Some may prefer 
one of these explanations to that offered above. The text is so frag- 
mentary that we are all groping in the dark. These explanations, how- 
ever, show how insecure Hilprecht's interpretation is. 

3 The kindred word ummani, "people", makes one of its plurals by 
the form ummani, (HWB, 87 a). A plural ummini from a singular urn- 
minu would be analogous to this; it also finds analogy in the change of 
the plural ending -an to -en; cf. Delitzsch, Assyrische Ghrammatik, 
§ 93, a), 3). 

3* 
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use b, as he himself confesses, in the sense of "to" or "for." 1 
The word ^D, moreover, cannot possibly mean "number." One 
has but to substitute "number" for p& and "instead of" for b 
in any random passage in Gen. 1 to see how absurd Hilprecht's 
contention is. Take, e.g., Gen. I 12 : "Let the earth bring forth 
grass, herb seeding seed instead of a number and trees bearing 
fruit, the seed of which is in it instead of a number 11 . What 
nonsense! Hilprecht endeavors (p. 57 ff.) to gain help for this 
impossible meaning by making it seem that Wellhausen and 
Delitzsch favor it. He says that Wellhausen had pronounced 
the word a riddle, but he gives no reference to a work of 
Wellhausen. The fact is he quotes the remark from Delitzsch, 
Hebrew Language in the Light of Assyrian Research, 1883, 
p. 70 f. and Prolegomena eines neuen Hebraisch-Aramaischen 
Worterbuches p. 143. Delitzsch gives no reference for the 
remark, and Hilprecht evidently does not know where to find 
it in the voluminous works of Wellhausen. The statement looks 
very much like a free quotation on the part of Delitzsch of 
a remark of Wellhausen Prolegomena zur Oeschichte Israels, 
5 th ed., p. 396 (cf. his English History of Israel p. 389). 
Wellhausen says: ")^ (kind), a very peculiar word, especially 
in the form leminehu, is found outside this chapter [Gen. 1] 
and Lev. 14, Gen. 620 714, nly in Deut. 14 and Ezek. 47 io.» 
That is all he says about it, and he clearly translates it 
"kind," never hinting that there is any doubt as to the signi- 
fication, but only remarking that the word itself is peculiar. 

As to Delitzsch, in his Hebrew Language (1883) he expressed 
the conjecture that it might be "ultimately derived from the 
Assyrian word "number." He would render e. g. Gen. 1 12 : 
"Let the earth bring forth grass, herb seeding seed according 
to its number," understanding the last phrase to be equivalent 
to the Assyrian "as many as there are." This conjecture, 
however, he withdrew in 1886 {Prolegomena p. 143), where he 
says: "I have expressed in Hebrew Language p. 70f. the guess 
that originally it [p&] was borrowed from the Bab.-Assyr. minu 
'number' ... I am quite prepared to give this conjecture up." 
It was a rash theory of Delitzsch's youth, which he abandoned 
twenty-four years ago. 

As is well known, ]*fi is the regular word in Jewish 



Compare the remarks of Kittel on this point, op. cit. note to col. 243. 
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Aramaic and Syriac for "species," "kind," and Professor Haupt 
has shown that it occurs in Assyrian also (see JAOS XXV 71). 

We have now examined Professor Hilprechfs interpretation 
of the text, with the result, that, while in many of the less 
important parts of the little tablet his interpretation is sound, 
he has drawn too freely throughout upon his imagination in 
filling out the broken lines, and in the one passage upon which 
he lays most stress, as having a bearing upon Biblical criti- 
cism, he has not only hazardously rendered the cuneiform text, 
but filled out a broken line from the Bible itself in a most 
improbable way, and grossly mistranslated his Hebrew. 

2. We now turn to the evidence for the age of the tablet. 
Professor Hilprecht claims that the tablet was composed 
between 2137 B. C. and 2005 B. C. He bases this claim on 
three kinds of evidence, A. The stratum in which the tablet 
was found, B. Palaeographical evidence, C. Linguistic peculi- 
arities. Let us examine each of these in turn. 

A. Hilprecht says on p. 1 of this Deluge publication, (i. e. 
Bab. Exp. of the University of Pennsylvania, Series D, Vol. V, 
Faciculus 1), that the tablet was found "while unpacking and 
examining two boxes of cuneiform tablets from our fourth 
expedition to Nippur." On p. 36 of the same publication he 
says: "it was found intermingled with the dated and undated 
tablets of the lowest of the three strata of "Tablet Hill". 

Now the tablet was clearly found before Hilprecht himself 
reached Nippur, for he had not seen it until October 1909. 
Indeed, in a foot note on p. 1 he excuses himself for having 
overlooked it in Constantinople in 1901. 1 An important point 



1 The writer is reluctantly compelled to believe that Hilprecht's foot 
note is deliberately misleading and that the following statements of Hil- 
precht in the So-called Peters- Hilprecht Controversy are untrue. Hilprecht 
says on p. 191: "My examination at Constantinople of at least 40,000 
tablets from the Third and Fourth Expeditions merely strengthened my 
conviction. And indeed in setting this number at 40,000 I do not mention 
enough, for I practically examined to some extent every tablet taken to 
Constantinople from both these expeditions". Again he says on p. 339: 
I had personally examined all the tablets excavated by the fourth expedi- 
tion in 1902". [Italics, mine.] 

My reasons for doubting the truth of these statements are as follows: — 

Dr. G. B. Gordon , who was appointed Director of the Museum of the 

University of Pennsylvania in February 1910, sent me an invitation on 

June 14 th, 1910 to come and see what Babylonian material the Museum 
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is, that in BE., Series D, Vol. I, p. 509 Professor Hilprecht 
has himself said some interesting things about the methods 
of work followed by the fourth expedition before his arrival. 
He says: "Our knowledge as to how and precisely where the 
tablets were found is extremely limited. As I must depend 
exclusively on Haynes' official entries and records for this 
important question, I deem it necessary to submit a spe- 
cimen of my only written source of information for the time 
prior to my arrival when most of the tablets were taken out 
of the ground. I quote literally from his diary. 'Jan. 16, 
1900 : 30 sound tablets from a low level in Tablet Hill' 7 (To 



contained. His letter stated that " these tablets are now accessible to all 
Babylonian scholars". I accepted his invitation and visited the Museum 
on June 17 th. Dr. Gordon informed me then that a similar invitation 
had been sent to all American Assyriologists. In the basement room of 
the museum, where many boxes of tablets have reposed unpacked, some of 
them for twenty years, 1 saw a box of tablets from the fourth Expedition, 
which was just opened and the contents of which a workman was beginning 
to clean. Some of these tablets were wrapped in paper which had clearly 
been put about them while they were still damp, for it had dried on, and 
came off with the greatest difficulty. 

I then recalled that Mr. Clarence S. Fisher, who was the architect of 
the fourth Expedition and who helped pack these tablets was once, 
while Fellow in Architecture at the University, asked to assist in un- 
packing some of these very boxes and had declared in an article in the 
Philadelphis Public Ledger of Feb. 4, 1907 that this paper was the same 
which they had wrapped about the tablets at Nuffar while they were yet 
wet. An examination of the boxes and the tablets convinced me that 
Mr. Fisher's statements are true, and that Hilprecht's explanation given 
in BE, XX, p. viiiff. and the So- Called Peters -Hilprecht Controversy, 
p. 307 ff., viz: —that the boxes were wet by rain in Constantinople will 
not hold. 

Further, of tablets in the box which were not so wrapped, a large 
number were covered with mud and gypsum, sometimes to the thickness 
of */ 4 inch. It is clear that no scientific examination of such tablets could 
have been made in Constantinople. In view of these facts no comment 
is necessary on the quotations from Hilprecht made above. 

It is to be hoped that many Assyriologists will accept Dr. Gordon's 
invitation and obtain first hand evidence on this point as well as upon 
some of those mentioned below. 

Since Professor Clay convinced the Museum authorities some years 
ago that Professor Hilprecht's carelessness had let a large number of 
tablets crumble to dust, H. has rigidly shut every one from this tablet 
room. The action of the new Director accordingly means much to 
science. 
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this statement Hilprecht adds a foot note which reads: "I 
cannot even find out in which section of the large mound he 
unearthed these particular tablets. Nor is the slightest indi- 
cation given by him as to whether he worked in a room, or 
found the tablets loose in the earth, or in both.") To continue 
his quotation of Haynes' diary. "Many large fine fragments 
of tablets, 1 pentagonal prism, 7 3 /4 inches long; its five sides 
from 1 to 2»/6 inches wide." Three or four other quotations 
from Dr. Haynes' diary follow, all of the same import. The 
only definite statement is that the tablets were found at a 
''low level" in "Tablet Hill." 

Again, in the So-Called Peters Hilprecht Controversy, p. 196, 
after saying in substance that Dr. Haynes simply numbered 
his boxes of tablets 1, 2, 3, 4, etc., and that he (Hilprecht) 
could only determine their locality by the dates at which 
Dr. Haynes was digging in certain localities, as e. g. on the 
west side of the Shatt-en-Nil, Hilprecht continues: "It would 
have been useful for me if the marking had been such as 
would indicate also the height of the stratum 1 and the exact 
position; but Dr. Haynes could not attempt to do it, since 
he was alone in the field, and Mrs. Haynes never attempted 
to do it; consequently I must now infer ... by other means, 
to which stratum the tablets belong". 

If we turn now to p. 132 of the same work, we find that 
Hilprecht has there published the testimony of Mrs. Haynes, 

1 In connection with this declaration that no record was kept of the 
"stratum" the reader should compare a statement by Professor Hilprecht 
published in all the daily papers of Philadelphia on April 23 rd, 1910. 
Hilprecht there declares that he only meant that Dr. Haynes did not keep 
a record of the exact position in which every single tablet had been found, 
and says that "the stratum of the temple library, the place of its discovery, 
and the precise number of boxes coming from a certain locality are abso- 
lutely known". The reader should note how this statement in part flatly 
contradicts that quoted in the text above, and should also note the adroit 
wording of the last part of the sentence. The word "stratum" is intro- 
duced here, so that a casual reader gains the impression that Hilprecht 
asserts that Haynes kept a record of the strata from which tablets came. 
While the sentence does give that impression, he could, if pressed later, 
say that he only declared that the stratum of the library was known. 
This is an excellent example of Hilprecht's habit of endeavoring by adroit 
wording to convey one impression, while he retains the power of declaring 
later that he did not say what he has seemed to say. It is this kind of 
writing that has destroyed the confidence of American scholars in him. 
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who was present when the so-called library was discovered. 
Her testimony shows that the general level at which tablets 
were found was known, but that the tablets were not found in 
strata at all. They were found, Mrs. Haynes says, in different 
rooms, dumped in such great heaps in the middle that the 
men could separate them only with the greatest difficulty, and 
that these heaps appeared as though the tablets had been 
thrown from shelves at the sides of the room. Imagine a 
library of account books thrown into the middle of the room 
from the shelves, would there be strata in it? If the books 
had been arranged chronologically on the walls, would they 
be chronological in the heap on the floor? 1 

From these statements of Hilprecht himself it is clear that 
he has not in his possession any definite data about strata. 

B. Hilprecht remarks (p. 3) that the "writing employed" (in 
the documents from the supposed stratum in question) "is the 
script of the early Babylonian period in its various varieties." 
This is a very vague statement. I venture to think that if 
the stratum referred to really existed, there are several 
varieties of early Babylonian writing that were not found in 
it — such, for example as those of Ur-Nina, Lugalanda etc. 
Every Assyriologist knows, however, that in the period of 
Hammurabi a variety of scripts were used. The laws of 
Hammurabi, for example, and many of his inscriptions, are 
written in a fairly archaic script — a script readily distinguish- 
able from that of the time of Gudea, as Gudea's is from the earlier 
periods, but still* fairly archaic. There are also scripts which 
approximate in archaic coloring to that of the laws, but side 
by side with these there came into use at this time a cursive 
script, which is indistinguishable from the script of the 
Cassite period, and many of the features of which persisted 
into the Neo-Babylonian period. 

The writer has taken pains to compile a table, which is 
here reproduced, by means of which an intelligent idea of the 
bearing of palaeography upon the date of the tablet may be 

i Since the above paragraph was written my visit to the Museum of 
the University of Pennsylvania mentioned in the previous note has afforded 
proof that the supposition as to the mingling of tablets from different 
periods in the boxes is true. Dr. Gordon allowed me to see four or live 
boxes the contents of which had just been cleaned, and this was true of 
each box. 
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scientifically estimated. In five successive columns 37 signs 
are arranged. The signs of col. i represent the time of the 
Second dynasty of Ur, with the exception of two which are 
taken from Gudea (Stat. B, vi, 34 and Cyl. B, xiv, 12). In 
col. ii are signs from a tablet in the Harvard Semitic Museum 
dated in the reign of Ellil-bani l T one of the later kings of the 
dynasty of Isin, who ruled about 2100 B. C. — the very time 
from which Hilprecht claims that his tablet came. It is a 
business document. It is well known that business tablets 
were written in a less archaic script than that employed by 
the scribes of the same period for literary work, and yet the 
script of col. ii is much more archaic than that of col. iv in 
which are placed signs from Hilprecht's deluge fragment. In 
col. iii are collected signs from the Temple Archives of Nippur 
of the time of the First Dynasty of Babylon, published by 
Poebel in BE, VI, 2. In col. iv, signs from Hilprecht's deluge 
fragment, and in col. v, signs from the Oassite sign list com- 
piled by Clay in BE, XIV. 

The tablets published by Poebel in BE, VI, 2 were selected 
for comparison because they were written at Nippur. A com- 
parison of Poebel's volume with Ranke's (BE, VI, 1) and 
Scheil's publications of texts from Abu Habba 2 reveals the fact 
that at the time of the First Dynasty of Babylon the scribes 
of Nippur were using a considerably more archaic script than 
the scribes of Sippar. 

A comparison of the signs in this list produces the following 
results. Of the 37 signs compared, 9 (SAR, A, PA, NI, SI, 
PU, PI, LU, SU) undergo no marked development. They are 
the same in all the five columns. Twenty-one signs on Hilprecht's 
tablet agree closely with Oassite forms but show decided 
development over all the other columns, even over that con- 
taining signs from Nippur tablets of the first dynasty of 
Babylon. These signs are IS, AM, SI, E, UB, RU, RA, MA, 
SUM, SA, KAL (DAN), IL, TE, IB, UM, TA, KA, PIS, 
KIN, ZU, UL. Four signs (LA, TIM, NA, NU), have the 
same form as those of the first dynasty tablets and as the 
Oassite tablets also, but differ from the earlier periods. There 



1 A photograph of the tablet was kindly furnished me by Professor 
D. G. Lyon. 

2 Une saison de foidlles a Sippar, Paris, 1902. 
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are but two signs (NE and BI) which differ from Cassite 
forms in favor of an earlier period, while one (KAB) is inter- 
mediate in form between forms of the First Dynasty and those 
of Clay's Cassite list. 

Of the twenty eight signs which can be counted as evidence, 
therefore 26 favor the Cassite date as against two which are 
opposed to it. The evidence is 21 to 7 against a date earlier 
than the time of the First Dynasty. This is the verdict of 
palaeography concerning the date of the tablet. Had Hilprecht 
bought the tablet in the market so that one could plausibly 
connect it with Sippar, an earlier date would be more thinkable. 

C. On p. 39 Hilprecht urges that the use of PI = wa and 
of binuzza = binussa point to the period of the first dynasty 
of Babylon. It is true that these phenomena appear in first 
dynasty documents, but they are also occur of the Cassite 
period, and in part of later periods. 

With reference to PI = wa three remarks should be made. 

1. PI is used in inscriptions of the First Dynasty both for 
wa and we. Thus in the laws of Hammurabi we have a-PI-tum 
for a-wa-tum and a-PI-lu~tum for a-we-lu-tam. The two usages 
go together; we find both in the Cassite period. Thus Ka- 
dashman-Ellil in the El-Amarna letters writes the name of 
Amenophis III of Egypt Ni-mu-FI-ri-ya for Ni-mu-~wa~ri-ya l 



1 In this connection it may not be out of place to remark, since Hil- 
precht has asserted in a newspaper article that in the El-Amarna letters 
PI = a never wa, that in the name Ni-mu-wa-ri-ya the consonant w 
occurs after the vowel u and before a, and would certainly be pro- 
nounced wa. The fact that the name is Egyptian and not Babylonian is 
no proof that in the form of it written in Babylonia the ordinary phonetic 
laws did not apply. The hieroglyphic Egyptian did not write the vowels. 
Ni-im-mu- -wa-ri-ya and Ni-im-mu-wa-ri-ya are attempts to represent 
the Egyptian Nb-m't-re, the Egyptian vowels being unknown. In the 
Babylonian form b is assimilated to the following m, t is elided, and the 
vowel a follows u. It would be inevitable among a Semitic people that 
between the u and a a w should slip in to help the pronunciation. There 
is no more ground for doubting that PI was pronounced wa in this word 
because there was no w in the Egyptian form of the word than there is 
for supposing that ya at the end of the word was not pronounced ya 
because the Egyptian does not contain either letter of that syllable. The 
fact that in the Tell el-Amarna Tablets in the British Museum, No. 1, 1. 2, 
the name is spelled Ni-ib-bu-a-ri~a in no way affects the above argument, 
as that letter was written in Egypt and does not represent the Babylo- 
nian pronunciation. 
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and Ni-ma-PI-ri-ya for Ni-mu-wa-ri-ya (see Abel and Winckler, 
Thontafelfund von Tell-El-Amarna, No. 1 : 1; 2 : 1). In BE, 
XIV, No. 58, 1 we also find a-PI-hi-him for a-we-lu-tum. The 
same usages are also found in copies of the Greek period. 
In Reisner's Sumerisch-Babylonische Hymnen, No, 55, 69 we 
have a-PI-tim for a-wa-tim, and in No. 2 rev. 27 a-Pl-lu-tu 
for a-we-ht-tu. It is clear, then, that where we find one usage 
we find the other. 

2. The evidence just adduced shows that PI = wa is not a 
mark even of a First Dynasty date, to say nothing of a date 
in the time of the Isin dynasty, for it is found in the Cassite 
period and even in the Greek period. 

3. PI is defined in II R, 39, No. 2, 14 as a where it is used 
in writing the word a-su-a— the very word under discussion 
in Hilprecht's tablet. * In I R, 52, No. 4, 3 PI-a§-ru stands 
for a-a8-rii (Cf. Ball, PSBA, X, 290). Here PI must equal a, 
for the root is a v'b (ieh). In the word ti-PI-mat (K, 5298, 
cf. AL 3 , p. 26, n.) PI might stand either for wa or a. In the 
Neo-Baby Ionian period it was used at Nippur, from which 
Hilprecht says his deluge tablet came, at the beginning of 
several words. Thus Nebuchadrezzar, BE, I, No. 85, i, 10 
uses PI-a$-rat for a-aS-rat. Nabu-na'id, BE, No. 84, i, 6 has 
PI-$i-ib for a-8i-ib; in i, 15, Pl-aS-ru-um for a-as-rn-unr, in 
ii, 33, Pl-ar-ka-at for wa-ar-ka-at or a-ar-ka-at; in ii, 45, 
Pl-as-ri-im for a-as-ri-im\ and in ii, 52, la-ii-PI-as-si-im for 
lu-U'iva-as-si-im or hi-u-a-as-si-im. It is not certain that any 
of these were pronounced wa, but when the sign was part of 
a V'S word it may still have had the value iva\ that, however, 
we cannot confidently affirm, for already in the time of the 

1 In connection with this passage it may be well to note an illustration 
of Professor Hilprecht's methods of answering his critics. Professor Clay, 
in an article published in the Filadelphia Evening Bulletin of April 16, 
1910, had cited PI (a)-su-u, II, K, 89, No. 2, 14, but in printing it the 
typesetter had accidentally made the reference read No. 2, 4. Professor 
Hilprecht in the newspaper article of April 23, 1910. referred to above, 
showed that he recognized the real reference by remarking that PI here 
has the rare Neo-Babylonian value a, but in order to make Piofessor Clay 
appear ridiculous, he chose to translate II K, 39, No. 1, 4, which happens 
to be pi~tu~u, remarking this passage will doubtless be read by every be- 
ginner in Assyrian pi-tu-u, "to open' 7 (namely, "the mouth"). It must be 
said that such an act is disingenuous, especially as he intimates that Clay 
may have intentionally misrepresented the case! 
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first dynasty of Babylon we find wa-ar-hu-am, "month" (King's 
Letters and Inscriptions of Hammurabi, No. 14, 5) by the side 
of arhu (No. 27, 10; cf. also Laws of Hammurabi, xxxix, 11, 15 
and xliii 52 and Brockelmann's Vergleichende Grammatik der 
semitischen Sprachen, § 49, h, a). Apparently the initial w 
had begun to disappear very early. 1 As a result of observing 
these facts we may affirm that the one occurrence of PI = wa 
in Hilprecht's tablet (occurring in wa-si-e) does not prove 
that the tablet is earlier than the Cassite period, and that it 
may be that we should read a-si-e in which case we have a 
purely Neo-Babylonian form, which is not a mark even for a 
Cassite date. 

In the Cassite period we have the following parallels to 
binuzzu: Belit-su-nu (which would regularly become Belit-su-nu) 
is in BE, XV, 149, 38 written Belit-zu-nu; the same name 
with the loss of the £, according to another well known pho- 
netic law, is spelled in BE, XV, No. 188, lv, 20 [Be]li-zu-nu 
(cf. No. 195, rev. 26, where it is spelled Beli-su-nu), and Enlil- 
uballit-su is in BE, XIV, 33, 9 Enlil-uballit-zu. Outside of 
proper names the following examples may also be cited, viz: 
qa-az-zu for qa-at-su, "his hand" occurs in BE, XV, No. 158, 5 
and in the Kudurru of Melishikhu, i, 26, Delegation en Ptrse, II, 
opposite p. 98; also pu-uz-zu for pu~ut-$u, "in front of him" or 
"instead of him", BB, XIV, No. 11, 6. 

Hilprecht also claims as a mark of the early date of his 
tablet the occurrence of the mimmation in two words, sirim 
and napiStim. It happens, however, that no more can be in- 
ferred from the mimmation of these words than from the use 
of PI for wa, since in both cases the mimmation continued 
to be used down to the time of Assurbanipal. Sirim has the 
mimmation as late as the time of Nabu-na'id (see V. R. 63, 
41 a ), and napiltim occurs in the annals of Assurbanipal, e. g. 
1 R, 9, 33. 

The philology of the tablet, then, no more than its paleo- 
graphy carries us back of the Cassite period. The fragment 

1 There is some uncertainty about the matter, as the word which 
scholars transliterate arhu is written ideographically ; but that it should 
be transliterated without the initial w is the opinion of Scheil {Delegation 
en Perse, Vol. IV, pp. 114, 127), of R. F. Harper (Code of Hammurabi, 
pp. 92, 106 and 155), L. W. King (op. cit. Ill, 267), and Brockelmann 
(Vergleichende Gramm. der sem. Sprachen, § 49, h, e). 
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of the deluge story dated in the reign of Ammi-sadugga, dis- 
covered some years ago by Pere Scheil and now preserved in 
The Morgan Library in New York City, still antedates by 
some centuries all other accounts of the deluge which are known. 
3. We now come to the claim that this fragment contains 
a text so strikingly like that of the Priestly Document of the 
Pentateuch that the antiquity of the tradition of that Document 
is vindicated from the aspersions of critics. What little need 
be said upon this point has already been anticipated. Any 
resemblance, which the text of this document has been suppo- 
sed to present to the P text over and above other Babylonian 
accounts of the deluge is based, as has been shown above, on 
an unscientific handling of the Babylonian text, a mistranslation 
of the Hebrew text, and upon pure imagination. 

Post Script. 

Since the above article was sent to press a German edition 
of the deluge fragment has reached me. It bears the title 
Der neue Fund zur Sintflutgeschichte aus der Tempelbibliothek 
von Nippur von H. V. Hilprecht, Leipzig, 1910. In this edition 
there are a number of new features which call for a few 
comments. 

1. Bezold in the article quoted above had said that he had every 
reason to doubt that Hilprecht first saw this tablet in October 
1909. Having no authoritative information as to the grounds 
of Bezold's doubt, and wishing to be fair to Hilprecht, this 
sentence was not referred to above. Authoritative information 
is now at hand, that Hilprecht wrote Bezold two years ago 
informing him that he was absolutely sure that he had found 
a fragment of the deluge story. Hilprecht would now have us 
believe (see p. 19 ff.) that this letter referred to "a new fragment 
of the Deluge tablet" mentioned as absolutely certain in the 
So-called Peters-Hilprecht Controversy, p. 289, w T hich he had re- 
ferred to in his English edition of The Earliest Version of the 
Babylonian Deluge Story (i. e. BE, Series D, Vol. V), p. 33 n. 
in these words: "Possibly we have another exceedingly small 
fragment of the Deluge Story from the second expedition, too 
small to be determined accurately." 

One cannot but be grateful to Hilprecht for telling us that 
these two passages refer to the same thing. He has thereby 
revealed a standard by which to judge other confident state- 
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ments of his in the So-called Peters -Hilprecht Controversy. 
Scholars cannot be expected to attach a higher value to those 
statements than Hilprecht himself does. 

A comparison of these passages tends strongly to confirm 
the conviction that Bezold's doubts were well founded. 

2. Hilprecht endeavors on p. 19 of the new German edition 
to break the force of his former declarations concerning the 
fact that Dr. Haynes kept no adequate records of where the 
tablets were found. His remarks on this point are the same 
in substance as those printed in the newspaper articles of 
April 23 rd, 1910, which have been disposed of above on p. 38. 

3. We learn on p. 25 that Professor Lyon of Harvard sent 
Professor Hilprecht a copy of the tablet of Ellil-bani, which 
is quoted above, at the same time that he sent one to me. 
Hilprecht admits that the writing on this tablet is more archaic 
than on his fragment, but claims to know some unpublished 
material from Zambiia and Damiq-ilisu of the same dynasty 
which is not in such archaic writing. 

In view of the evidence presented above, one must decline 
to give this much weight to this statement until the material 
is published. 

Indeed there is no reason to believe that religious or my- 
thological texts were written in Semitic as early as the dynasty 
of Isin. 

4. On p. 50 Hilprecht says that my suggestion that the ku 
of ku um-mi-ni may belong to a form of the verb alaku is 
impossible in the context because it is not the technical term 
for entering a ship. The reader should note that it is shown 
above, p. 35 to occur in a deluge fragment in an analogous 
context. That it was the technical term for entering the ship 
I never implied. 

5. In a foot note on p. 50 Hilprecht declares that when I 
wrote the first draft of the above article part of which was 
published in the Philadelphia Ledger of Apr. 3, 1910, I did 
not consult the cuneiform text of the Nineveh version of the 
Deluge but used Jensen's translation in KB, VI. His evidence 
is (forsooth!) that I rendered ummani, "artisans or children" 
and Jensen renders it Handwerker(sohne). 

The evidence presented has no connection whatever with 
the conclusion drawn. Every tyro in Semitic would know that 
Jensen's sohne is the translation of marl in the phrase mart 
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ummdni and that he bracketed it because it has no more 
significance than "02 in the phrase bR*\& 'W, literally "children 
of Israel ," but really "Israelites." To suppose that Jensen 
meant it as an alternative for "children" and to be misled by 
it, is a piece of reasoning worthy of Hilprecht himself! I cannot 
truthfully plead guilty to it. Hilprecht seems to be ignorant 
of the fact that in Muss-Arnolt's Assyrian-Dictiojiary, p. 58 a, 
ummdni = "young man'' and that a number of new passages 
have come to light which bear out this meaning (See Jastrow's 
Die Religion Babyloniens and Assyriens, II, p. 657. n.4). It 
was in reality from pondering these passages that I was led 
to waver as to whether ummdni in the deluge fragment might 
not mean "children", but afterward abandoned the idea, because 
the "children" must be included in the "family" (kintu). 

Naturally in working up the article I consulted Jensen's 
work along with that of other Assyriologists. Not to have 
done so would have been unscholarly, but this is no evidence 
for Hilprecht's false statement that I did not consult the ori- 
ginal. If this reasoning were sound one could prove by it that 
Hilprecht cannot read cuneiform at all, for on p. 27 of his 
German edition, where his argument demands citations from 
the cuneiform texts, he cites only the transliterations of 
Knudtzon and Jensen! 

6. Hilprecht declares on p. 51 that my suggestion that 
mn-mi-ni may be a variant of um-ma-a-ni is impossible. His 
words are: "eine solche Schreibweise ist fur das Altbabylonische 
direkt ausgeschlossen". 

With reference to this statement two remarks should be 
made: 

1. The tablet is not Old Babylonian as has been convin- 
cingly proven above. 

2. Whatever the tablet is Hilprecht himself (see p. 47) pre- 
supposes an analogous scribal change of i or e to a in ndtrat, 
on which he still insists instead of the more probable nasirat. 
Vowel changes seem to be perfectly legitimate when it suits 
his purpose, but otherwise they are impossible! 



